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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion is respectfully requested. 

Claims 34, 36-40, 47, 49-53, 60, and 62-66 are currently pending; Claims 41-46, 54- 
59, and 68-82 are withdrawn from consideration; and Claims 34, 47, and 60 are amended by 
the present amendment. Support for the changes to the claims are found at least at Figs. 1 
and 18, and page 7, lines 7-18, page 22, lines 5-12, and page 56, lines 3-1 1, of the originally 
filed specification. No new matter has been added. 

In the outstanding Office Action, Claim 34 was rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 37 of U.S. Patent No. 
7,327,495 to Kawamoto et al. (hereinafter " Kawamoto ") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,598,419 to Mignot et al. (hereinafter " Mignot "); Claims 34, 36-40, 47, 49-53, 60, and 62-67 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2002/0196470 (now U.S. Patent No. 7,327,495) to Kawamoto . 

In response to the rejection of Claim 34 on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over Claim 37 of Kawamoto in view of Mignot , 
based on the terminal disclaimer filed November 16, 2009, regarding U.S. Patent No. 
7,327,195, Applicants respectfully submit that the rejection is moot. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection of Claim 34 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kawamoto . 

Amended Claim 34 is directed to an image data processing apparatus comprising, in 

part: 

a gamma correction unit that applies gamma 
correction processing to the image data after the resolution 
conversion processing by the resolution increase processing 
unit;. . . 
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a transmitting unit that sends the image data after 
the gamma correction processing by the gamma correction 
unit to an external apparatus over a LAN or internet 
network . 

Kawamoto is directed to an image processing apparatus and method for suppression 
of moire. 

The Office Action cites paragraph 0106 of Kawamoto as teaching the transmitting 
unit of Claim 34. Specifically, the Office Action refers to image information sent to a printer. 

Paragraph 0064 of Kawamoto states that "[t]he image forming apparatus shown in 
FIG. 1 is a multi-function digital full-color copy machine having an image processing unit 20, 
a scanner 200 and a color printer 400 the printer 400." In Fig. 3, it is clearly shown that the 
printer 400 is internal to the image forming apparatus. Therefore, Applicants respectfully 
submit that Kawamoto does not teach or suggest that the printer is an external apparatus. 

Applicants additionally submit that Kawamoto fails to teach the means for 
transmitting image data to the printer within the image forming apparatus, after the gamma 
correction processing by the gamma correction unit, is a LAN or internet network. 

In paragraph 0065, Kawamoto describes image data being supplied from a host unit 
such as a personal computer through a LAN or a parallel interface. Kawamoto further 
describes that image data obtained by reading an original image by a scanner can be 
transmitted to a remote facsimile machine, and that the copy machine is connected to a public 
telephone network PN through a private exchange so as to communicate with a remote 
facsimile machine or management server of a service center through the public telephone 
network. 

However, Kawamoto does not describe sending an image over a LAN or internet 
network. Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that Kawamoto fails to teach or suggest "a 
transmitting unit that sends the image data after the resolution reduction processing by the 
gamma correction unit to an external apparatus over a LAN or internet network," as recited in 
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amended Claim 34. Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 34 patentably defines 
over Kawamoto . 

Independent Claims 47 and 60 recite limitations analogous to the limitations of Claim 
34 and have been amended in a manner analogous to the amendments to Claim 34. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that independent Claims 47 and 60 (and all 
associated dependent claims) patentably define over Kawamoto . 

Applicants wish to remind the Examiner that it was established in the response filed 
August 6, 2009, that Kawamoto cannot be used in a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Consequently, in view of the present amendment and in light of the above discussion, 
the outstanding grounds for rejection are believed to have been overcome. The application as 
amended herewith is believed to be in condition for formal allowance. An early and 
favorable action to that effect is respectfully requested. 
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